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FOREWORD

This series of "Occasional Papers' provides a means for the publication of
essays on various subjects by members of the Strategic Studies Institute, US Army
War College. As such, it represents the author's views and does not reflect the
official position of the Strategic Studies Institute, the US Army War College,
the Department of the Army or the Department of Defense.

This Occasional Paper, although written in 1974, is being published in its
original form as a contribution to the field of national security research and
study, It provides a record of early attempts to chart a course for the post-
Vietnam Army, and, although world events have not developed precisely as predicted,

it also demonstrates that midrange strategic analysis can provide a workable basis
for future planning.
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THE ASTARITA REPORT: A Military Strategy For The Muitipolar World

Colonel Harry G, Summers, Jr., Infantry
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr., Infantry, a designated Army strategist, holds
bachelor’s and master’s degrecs in military arts and science. An infantry squad
leader in the Korean war, he served as a battalion and corps operations officer in the
Vietnam war and Jater as a negotiator with the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese in
Saigon and Hanoi. Now on the fa: **v of the US Army War College, he has served
as an instructor of strategy at the US 4.'my Command and General Staff College, 2
political-military action officer on the Army General Staff, a member of General
Creighton Abram’s strategic assessment group, and, from 1975 to 1979, in the office
of the Army Chief of Staff. His articles on strategy have appeared in Ariny, Military
Review and the Naval Institute Proceedings. Among his decorations and awards are
the Combat Infaniry Badge for both Korea and Vietnam, the Silver Star, the Legion
of Merit, the Bronze Star for valor and two Purple Hearts for wounds received in
action. He is an associate member of the International Institute for Strategic
Studies.
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INTRODUCTION

The following article was prepared in 1974 at the behest of then Secretary of the
Army Howard Callaway, It was intended &s 2n unclassified account of the so-called
‘‘Astarita Report’’—a SECRET three-hour oral report briefed extensively in 1973-
1974 throughout the Defense establishment. This srticle, the closest approximation
in print of the report itself, represents the author’s understanding of the report
findings, which are not necessarily those of the other me:nbers of the group.

The Astarita Group, formally known as the Strategic Assessment Group, was
formed in the Spring of 1973 at the specific direction of then Army Chief of Staff
General Creighton W, Abrams and his Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and
Plans, Lieutenant General Donald H. Cowles. Colonel Edward F. Astarita, who
enjoyed the personal confidence of the Chief of Staff, was brought in from ths
Pacific Command to head the study, Members of the group included Lieutenant
Colonels Warren Anderson, Harold Brandt, Robert Carpenter, Neal Kempf,
Thomas Noel, Harry Summers, John Todd, Major Theodore Frederick, and the late
Sergeant First Class Ignatius Dolata from ODCSOPS; Lieutenant Colonel Joseph
Stallings and Major Tyrus Cobb from the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for
Intelligence and Colonel W. G, Allen from the Gffice of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Logistics.

Originally organized on a ‘!close hold”’ basis within then Major General Rolland
V. Hziser's ODCSOPS Plans Directorate, the charter of the group was to determine
if there was a legitimate role for conventional strategy and for the Army in the post-
Vietnam world. Throughout its deliberations the Chief of Staff maintained his close
involvement, and, beginning in the Fall of 1973, General Abrams directed that the
group’s findings be presented in a series of briefings throughout the National
Security establishment. More than 100 three-hour briefings were conducted for
sclected groups from the Departinent of State, the Central Intelligence Agency, the
Department of Defense Staff, the Navy Staff, the Air Staff, the USMC Planning
Group, as well as the Army Staff and the Army Secretariat. Briefings and
discussions were also conducted with the students and-faculty at the Army War
College and the Army Command and General Staff College. The group disbanded
in the Spring of 1974,

The Astarita Report, although not 2 formal Army position, had considerable
impact within the Defense establishment. For example, the very phrases *‘conflict
prevention, conflict control, and conflict termination’ now used throughout the
Department of Defense originated with the Astarita Group. Commenting on the
findings of the group in a December 1976 article in Military Review former Army
Chief of Staff General Fred C. Weyand noted that its primary thrust was to
legitimize current Army strategy. He dismissed criticism of such findings with a line
from T. S. Elliot: ‘““At the end of all our exploring/Will be to arrive where we
started/And know the place for the first time.”

In.March 1981, General John W. Vessey, Jr., the Army Vice Chief of Staff,
commented that the Astarita Report, the 16-division decision and the decision to
organize the two Kanger battalions marked a turning point in the post-Vietnam
Army. It is at his suggestion that this article is reprinted.

H.G.S.
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania
9 April 1981
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Introduction

The theme song for strategists today might well be "The World Turned
Upside ﬁown". Imagine the disbelief of World War Il strategists that
30 years later there would be officers from our mortal enemies, Germany
and Japan, on the faculty of the Command and Generél Staff College at _
Fort Leavenworth, and no representation from our allies, Russia and
China. Imagine the disbelief of Korean War strategists that 20 years
later the President of the United States would be visiting Peking.
Inagine the disbelief of the Cold War strategists of the 1962 Berlin
crisis or Cuban missile crisis that 10 years later the Soviet Union and
the United States would be pursuing détente, that some of our more vex-
ing problems would be economic competition with our West European and
Japanese allies, and that some of our more promising opportunities would

\
be pursuit of parallel interests with our Soviet and Chinese adversaries.

George Washington would no doubt see these seeming parzdoxes as proof of the
visdom of the warnings of his farewell address in 1796:
The nation which indulges toward another an habitual hatred or an
habitual fondness is in some degree a slave. It is a slave to its
animosity or to its atfection, either of which is sufficient to lead
it astray from its duty and its interests,
What. are these duties and interests of the United States in the foresee-

able future? - What is the military strategy that will further and promote

these duties and interests? This article will attempt to answer these

questions,
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We must begin our look into the future with full appreciation that the
past is prologue. Many of the problems we face ahead were created more
by our past‘successes than by failure. Present economic competition
with West Europe end Japan grew out of the success, not the failure, of
our post-World War LI policies of reconstruction and out of the shield of
security that the United States provided. The fieed for and the utility of
military force is questioned precisely because the military has succeeded
in keeping war from America's shores, and because of the military contri-
bution to relaxation of world tensions., The Yugoslav political commen-
tator, Milovan Djilas, has argued that the world is shaped by the fact
that the United States has won the Cold War., Whether or not one accepts
Djilas' analysis, it is nevertheless true that what appeared to Cold War
strategists as a monolithic world communist threat has fragmented into
communist polycentrism, with Soviet, Chinese, neutral and independent
communist powers. This, too, is a mixed blessing. As Géneral Maxwell

D, Taylor commented, in a 1972 address to the Army War College, '"We can
rno longer afford to be the Cyclops with a single eye in his forehead
watching a single enemy; we have to be more like Argus with his many eyes
looking in all directions." Over-reaction to faulty perceptions of
failure leads to hypersensitive fears of the future. Pessiwism, doom

and despair are inherently self-defeating. Failure to recognize and
acknowledge past successes may lead to abandonment of the very programs
that made success possible. -Conversely, failure to recognize success may
also lead to continuation of programs that have outlived their usefulness.
The course for the future must be baged on optimism, albeit an optimism

tempered with full realization of our own fallibilities,
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Charting a course for the future is full of pitfalls, It is at best
an imprecise science, sheped more by perceptions of the past and present
than by visions of the future., Apocalyptic forecasts, in particular,
more often than not reflest dissatisfaction and dismay with current con-

ditions, rather than reasoned assessments of what lies ahead. Another

pitfall is that forecasts are often shaped to fit a particular parochial

interest and to prove a particular point of view. Such forecasts range
from Armageddon if a particular policy is not approved to a latter-day
Garden of Eden if only the forecasters ideas are adopted. Thé framework
for examination i§ crucial, since it dictates the evidence thst will be

considered. Conscious bias and distortion must be eliminated, lest the

final product be merely a self-fulfilling prophesy. The analysis which
follows has attempted to eliminate such conscious bias and distortion
and base its findings on a continuation of present trendg, needs, and
realities -- what futurologists call a "surprise-free" projection. The
pitfall with "surprise-free" projections, of course, is that they may,
to. a degree, be negated by unforeseen developments,

This is a price one

must pay, for the only certainty in the future is uncertainty.

Domestic Considerations

Using the "surprise-free" projection, the United States appears to be on
a relatively stable domestic course. The "Greening of America' predic-
tions of several years ago have withered and the doom's-day forecasts of

a fascis( "Amerika" are out of style, A middle path between these extremes

seens a much more likely eventuality. While leaving detailed political,

social, and economic analyses of the Unite’ States to the specialists,

the impact of domestic factors on international relations and military

-3- .
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strategy will be examined.

Domestic political relations have become increasingly complex., Bipartisan
support for foreign policy and its attendant military policy has been
seriously eroded by the Vietnam war., The present generation of strategists,
accustomed since World War 1I to take such support for granted, has viewed
this erosion with concern. Some, 'lacking in historical perspective, tend

to magnify this problem out of proportion. As Senator Jacob K, Javits

pointed out in his recent book on Presidential war powers (Who Makes War:

The President versus Congress, Morrow, 1973), bipartisan support is the

exception, not the rule, It is unusual for politics to stop at the water's
edge, Widespread debate on foreign involvement can be expected. Foreign
policies, and their supporting military policies, will have to be justified

on their own merits, not presented as articles of faith.

?

For the military, justification will not be easy. Since the beginning of

the Republic, standing military forces in peacetime have been unpopular . , .
and are no less so after 25 years of paying for a large standing military
force whose contribution, especially in an era of détente, is difficult to
measure., Kipling's jingle "Oh, it's Tommy this, and Tommy that, and Chuck
him out, the brute; But it's savior of his country when the guns begin to
shoot" never applied in America, It was the citizen soldier, not the regular
soldier, who was "the savior of the country'. While consciously realizing
that in the nuclear era reliance on mobilizatior for national defense is

not practical, subconsciously many Americans tend to visualize "preparedness"

-

as a militiaman with musket over the fireplace.
It is one of the ironies of our time that the most vociferous critics of a
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standing military are the intellectuals th should be those most able to
appreciate the subtlei’~5 and ambiguities of a sophisticated foreign and
military policy -- to appreciate the necessity for a foundation of strength
from which to negotiate, to grasp Frederick the Great's aphorism that
“Diplomacy without armaments is like music without instruments", to see

the relationship between wars on the marches and security at home, to under-
stand the complexities of a need éor military force both to deter adversaries
and assure allies, There is at least a kernel of truth in Commentary
editor Norman Podhoritz' observation that it is now intellectuals, not the
masses, who see things in terms of black and white rather than as shades

of grey. '"Saying the rigl:: thing" has become an imperative, and national

flagellation a way of life.

L

There is a danger that intellectual failure to appreciate the need for wmili-
tary forces in peacetime will be mitched by military failure to appreciate

the need for intellectual support, Such a reaction would be self-defeating,
since intellectual backing for a meaningful and viabie foreign and military
policy is essential, The false opposition of "Peace and War", as Aleksander
1. Solzhenitsyn recently pointed out, must be replaced by a better understand-
ing and appreciation of the role of military force in the preservation of

world peace.,

This role is hardly new, Fifteen hundred years ago, Vegetius, the Roman

military writer said, "Qui desiderat pacem praeparet bellum (Who desires

peace should be prepared for war)." George Washington echoed similar senti-
ments when he told Congress in 1790,'"To be prepared for war is one of the

most effectual means of preserving the peace." James Madison's argument
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in The Federalistlstill holds, "With what colour of éropriety could the
force necessary for defense be limited by those who cannot limit the force
of offense? . ., . How could a readiness for war in time of peace be safely
prohibited, unless we could prohibit in like manner the preparations and
establishments of every hostile nation? The means cf security can only

be regulated by the means and danggrs of attack." Like the test for emeralds
{to prove whether an emerald is genuine or synthetic you hit it with a
hammer -- if it breeks, it's genuine), the test for the contribution of
military force to world peace runs grave risks, As Henry Kissinger pointed
out in 1969, "Deterrence is tested negatively by things which do not
happen., But it is never possible to demonstrate why something has not
occurred . . . the longer peace is maintained -- or the more successful
deterrence is -- the more it furnishes arguments for those who are opposed
to the very premise of defense policy." The counter-argument is digficult

to articulate, since history, unfortunately, does not provide its alternatives,

Distrust of a standing military is not the only psychological trend laced
through American policy. The contradictory trends of idealism and isolation-
ism have baen constant factors in the American mystique., Like anti-
militarism, these trends have been enhanced by the relative military security
provided by the Atlantic and Pacific oceans and by weak neighbors to the
north and south, As this relative milifary security erodes in the nuclear
and missile age, thése trends are becoming expensive luxuries, Idealism,

the belief that America was the last best hope of mankind, led Americans

to believe that they knew what was right for the world, led Americans to
meddle in the internal affairs of other countries "for their own good".

This trend was checked somewhat by isolationism, a "let the rest of the world

-6~




be damned" attitude., In combination these trends could be deadly. lIt
has been argued that President Wilson's Fourteen Points, for example,
raised the hopes of the Chinese that America would ,uarantee self-determina-
tion. The failure of America to back up its "righteous rhetoric" with deeds
led to frustration, a turning away from "democracy', and the birth of the
Chinese Communist Party. John Faton Davies called this phenomenon "diplomacy
by incantation". The effect of these trends on foreign relations has been
and realistic
that America's words are suspect., Tangible/economic, political and mili-
tary commitments are necessary to lend credence to America's rhetoric. An-
other impact of idealism is the difficulty of justifying American policy
solely on pragmatic grounds. "Self-interest" is somehow too crass and
materialistic, The result is obfuscation of policy in high-flown terms --
forward military bases justified as "protecting freedom's frontier', and
"keeping the world safe for democracy"., Once such an idealistic bubble is
burst -- when Asian allies, for example, abandon democraéy for what they
see as more viadls fnrms of government -- the United States is hoist on its
own petard, Attempts then to articulate policy as supporting American na-
taional security sound after-the-fact and self-serving., American foreign
policy and its supporting military policy must be founded and publicly justi-
fied on practical considerations of enlightened self-interest, not idealism,

That is not to say there is no room for moral considerations. As Professor

Bernard Brodie states (War and Politics, MacMillan, 1973), morality is quite

important. "Policies abroad that are either conspicuously immoral to begin
with or likely to lapse into behavior that can be easily so labelled, whether

justly or not so justly, are likely to prove quite inexpedient and ultimately

self-defeating,"”
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Like idealism, isolationism is no longer a viable course for the future,
Increasing economic interdependence and the increasing growth cf multi-
national corporations -- West European and Japanese, as well as American .-
indicate a shrinking economic world, The econcmies of the developed world
are dependent on trade, especially the importation of energy and raw materials.
The United States is not alone in this regard. 'West Europe and Japan are
even more dependent than America on outside raw materials and energy sources,
Both China and the USSR are importing food grains, Multinational corpera-
tions bind nations closer together and, contrarily, are also éhe source of
international friction -- the ITé in Chile is a recent case in point,

While some have argued -- Professor Klaus Knorr of Princeton, for instance --
that this shrinking economic wor!d has obviated the need for military

force, it is well to rememher that this belief was popular in 1873 . . .,

a hundred years and a hundred wars ago,

Although the economic world may be shrinking, the United States retains a
significant economic advantage in relation to the other major powers, With
a gross national product nearly twice that of its nearest competitor, with
its immense food production, productivity, and volume of world trade, the
American economy is a powerful force, Harnessing this force in order to use
it as an element of power in international relations is another matter. The
relative lack of central control and central planning -- paradoxically a
major strength of the American economy -- severely limits the ability of the
United States Government tc orchestrate the application of economic power

to achieve political ends, Add to this the fact that "Dollar diplomacy"

has almost as bad a connotation as "Gunboat diplomacy", and it can be seen
that economic power is an advantage most difficuit to exploit. These

-8-
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problems notwithstanding, Americans should not lose sight of their relative

economic advantage in international relations.

It is also important that the United States not lose sight of its relative
advantage on the social scene as well, Alienation from government, disen-
chantment with impersonal controls, and challenges to the "Establishment"
are not confined to the United States, or even to .the Western world. Recent
Soviet trials of dissenters and the Chinese Great Proletarian Cultural Rev-
lution both testify to the global aspects of this trend., Open dissent, with
all its problems, at least provides a safety valve for the venting of these

frustrations. The mass revolts, the counter-culture movement of the 1960s,

has Jdissipated ir the West, but continues ‘to smolder under the surface in

authoritarian.countries.

From a national security standpoint, the primary impact of sociological
trends will be the continuing competition between dome;tic welfare programs
and national security programs for a share ofi the Federal budget. Trends
indicate that national security programs will decrease as a percentage of

the Federal budget, while domestic welfare programs increase, This
competition has sparked an increasingly bitter internecine quarrel over
spending priorities. Articulation of the gecurity argument is muted some-
what by the preponderence of the humanist left in the ''knowledge industry".
This "knowledge industry" -- communications media, data processing industries,
universities, think tanks -- is becoming a major sector of the American
economy as it shifts from extractive and manufacturing occupations to service

occupations, With a vested interest in domestic welfare programs, from

which they derive a considerable degree of their inccme, environmental
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determinists are also heavily represented in the "knéwledge industry",
Ideological mind-sets often defy rational arguments, with both sides
denying the legitimacy of the other, The arguments between domestic wel-
fare spending and national security spending should not be phrased in terms
of "either/or". In the words of the preamble to the Constitution, it is a
question of both providing for the common defense and promoting the general

welfare,

As living, breathing proof that the humanist millenium has not yet arrived,
the military should not expect love from its critics., It should, however,

work for their respect as a necessary ingredient in an imperfect world,

International Considerations

The imperfect world of the foreseeable future appears remarkably similar to
the world of the present, No cataclysmic changes are forecast, nor, changes
on the magnitude of the end of the colonial era following World War IL.

While changes will be principally a matter of degree, some will have sig-
nificant implications, such as the projected ability of China to strike the
American mainland with nuclear ICBMs within the next decade. The preeminence
of the United States will be inhibited, but, with realistic strategies to
cope with these changes, the United States will retain its relative standing

as the dominant world power.

The primary challenge to America will be the growing strength and independence
of other world powers -- Western Europe, Japan, and China. Their ascendency
will be matched by the relative decline of the United States and the Soviet
Union, There will not, however, be five global superpowers, Only the

United States and the Soviet Union will be truly global powers. Western

-10-
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Europe, still lacking in political unity, will be a global economic power
but will lack the military capability and resolve to .project power world-
wide. The same will be true of Japan, While China - . global ambitions,
her developing eccromy will limit her ability to challenge the two super-
powers, A classical 19th Century balance of power among five relatively
equal power centers does not appegr likely in the foreseeable future, nor
does it appear that such an equality of power would be in the best interests

of the United States. -

The United States is in a relatively advantageous position among the world
powers, Deputy Secretary of State John N, Irwin, II, in an address in
September 1972, visualized the world as two great triangles, joined at
thei; apexes through US "membership" in both:

One of these triangles embraces the US, the Soviet Uniou, and
Chira, It is rather uneven in shape since China is still many,
steps behind the other two angles, But politically and mili-
tarily, these three are the major power centers and, to put the
matter in an uncomfortable way, we are the three nations that
could probably do the greatest harm to the world if we were so
inclined . , .

« o the second triangle -- the United States, Japan and Western
Europe . , are the wealthy nations of the world. Again, the

legs and angles are uneven, Japan has not yet decided fully how
to shape ite participation in the international system, Western
Europe is in some ways more in a state of becoming than of being.
It is within this triangle that the level of interdependence is
highest ., , .

Applying Secretary Irwin's geometry to the other major powers, we find
but diverse )

the Soviet Union in a pentagonal/adversary relationship with the other

four powers -- an untenable position for the long term and certainly one

of the considerations behind Soviet détente with West Europe, Japan, and

the US, China has moved from its previous pentagonal relationship to a

-
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quadrangular adversary relationship with the US, the USSR, and Japan;
wvhile sharing with West Europe parallel interests in'containing the USSR.
Like the Soviet Union, China is also ac:empging to lessen its adversary
relationships through détente. West Europe!s relationships are complex.

Hény West European nations are pursuing détente with their major adversary,

thg Soviet Union, while retaining their ties with the US and encouraging

a community of interest with Ghi;;, and to a lesser.degree with Japan, in
the containment of the USSR. Japan alone among the major powers has a dual
triangular relationship similar to that of the United States., IOn one

hand is Japan's adversary relationship =~ attenuated somewhat in the re-
cent past -- with China and the Soviet Union. On the cther hand Japan has
close ties with the US and friendly ties with West Europe. The primary
difference between Japar and the US, of course, is that Japan does not
possess the military power to retain her position without the ass%stance

of the United States.

The primary actors on the world stage will be these five major powers «-

the Unitedfgiates, the Soviet Union, West Europe, Japan, and China. With
the exception of China, these are developed countries and their attention
will be concentrated to a considerable degree upon one another. Along side
these world powers are the rapidly developing regional powers--Brazil in lacin
America, Iran in the Middle East,

Plagued by excesrive population growth, food shortages, and all the problems
of development, the so-called "Third World" will remain unstable. A past
article of faith for strategic planners has buen that the instability of

the "Third World" would generate requirements for milit:ry force. This

assumption does not appear valid for the future. While seeking to retain

gowe influence in the "Third Worid!, the major powers will opsrate at lowe

-

ey and seek to avoid confrontations that might lead to war. Harvard
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economist John Kenneth Galbraith's assessment of the risk/gain equation

is probably at the heart of this cautious opportunism:
The Third World consists, by definition, of poor rural societies--
that is what undeveloped and underdevelonped countries are., It
follows tha! whether such countiies call themselves free, free enter-
prise, capitalist, socialist, or Communist, has, at the iowest levels
of development, only technoleogical significance. They are poor and
rural however they describe themselves, For the appreciable future
they will so remain., Even by the crudest power calculus, military
or economic, such nations have no vital relation to the economic or
strategic position of the devoloped country,

The prospect for the foreseeable furure is that the internal political

problems of the Third World are moxe iikely to be ignoxed than exploited,

as woxld indifference to the terrible massacres in Burundi in 1973 indicates.

US Interests

Give; this world of the foreseeable future, what then, are vital American
interests? Only two vital interests can 2 identified . , . interests so
essential that the nation would almost autow:.:lcally go to war for their
preservation, These overriding interests are survival of the United States
and preservation of American freedom of action -- svated negatively, American
freedom from coercion -- in the international arena. i‘ther interests have
varying degrees of importance, importance certain to vayv with time, cir-
cumstance, other nation involvement, and domestic perceptiuns, While such
an interest may prove ''vital", such identification would require a conscious
decision by the President to stake the national will on its pre<ervation.
Korea, it would appear, became a "vital" US interest on 27 June (30 when
President Truman committed American forces to its defense, This despite
previous statements by the Secretary’of State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
that Korea was not essential to United States security, Time has eroded the
reason for Korea becoming "vital®, It was not Korea per se, but, as

-13-
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President Truman stated, it was the perception that "Communism has passed
beyond the use of subversion to ¢ juer independent nations and will now
use armed invasion and war," It was to counter this tactic that on 27 June
1950, President Truman not only committed American troops to the defense
of Korea, but also:
. + o ordered the Seventh Fleet to prevent'any attack on Formosa . . ,
directed that the United States Forces in the Philippines be
strengthened and that military assistance to the Philippines Govern-
ment be accelerated ., . ., similarly directed acceleration in the
furnishings of military assistance to the forces of France and the
Associated States of Indo-China and the dispatch of a military mis-
sion to provide close working relations with those forces . . .
Later, as part of the same action, President Truman also ordered both active
and national guard divisions deployed to West Europe. As President Truman
concluded, "A return to the rule of force in iaternational relations would
have far reaching effects," It was to counter this 'rule of force" that
military forces were committed to the d:fense of Korea. Far from being a
mere legal technicality, the rationale for American intervention in Korea
clearly indicates that it was not altruistic concern for the independence of
a beleagured nation {although that was a consideration), but rather the pro-

tection of United States freedom from coercion from what was then seen or

at least treated as a monelithic world communist threat.

While threats to the survival of the nation are unlikely so long as strategic
nuclear "sufficiency" is maintained, the preservation of freedom of action

or freedom from coercion will remain a major taslk of American strategy. In

the foreseeable future the threats to those freedoms will be more multi-faceted,
more amorphous and more difficult to'define than the "monolithic" threat

of the Cold War, Military threats from potential adversaries will be inter-
twined with economic threats from allies and complicated by competing
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domestic ‘interests, The problem ahead is how to cope with the complex

threats to American freedom from coercion/freedom of action,

Defining the Problem

Critics of past strategy have complained that not only dud strategists
fail to see the forest for the trees, too often.they missed the trees
because of the underbrush, Enmesﬁed in a morass of detail, they failed
to perceive the grand course of world events, The problem is that to
analyze the complexities of the modern world ia their totality is an im-
possible task. These complexities must be reduced to workable segments
and subsegments. Once analyzed at these levels the segments must be re-
assembled into the whole, During the Maciamara era in the Department of
Defe;se it was believed that this task could be quantified and com-
puterized -- a misconception, it must be emphasized, not shared by Sec-
retary MacNamara himself, The sad truth is that when there is conflict
between hard, quantified physical data and soft, ephemeral moral data
(perceptions, attitudes, etc), the tendency is to fall back on the hard
data. While lip service was given to Napoleon's dictum that "the moral

is to the physicai as three to one", in practice the reverse was true.

In formulating a national strategy for the future it is fallacious to con-

centrate on any one factor, Military factors, for example, do not stand

alone. They not only spring from economic, political, and social factors,

but ideally they should be designed to support and enhance those factors.
The task i{s truly synergistic -~ that is, "the simultaneous action of
separate agencies which, together, have greater total effect than the sum

of their individual effects",
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The problems in the foreseeable future are, also synergistic. They too
have political, military, and economic components., The task of the
strategist is to analyze these components, both separately and in com-
bination, to define the basic issues involved. Once these basic issues
are isolated, then strategies can be formulated -- political, military,
and economic strategies - for the attainment of United States interests
and objectives, For example, while the primary thrust of a military
strategy might be to cope with the military component of a problem, it
also should be in consonance with and complinentary to the political and
economic strategies devised to cope with other cowponents of the problem.
These mutually supporting strategies should all focus on resolukion of
the basic issue, To talk of a military (or political, or eco:amic)

strategy in isolation is to miss the synergistic nature of national strategy.

This national strategy is, and should be, ambiguous and not precisély de-
fined, There is a certain istrength in clouding one's intentions, since

it complicates an adversary's task in devising counter strategies., Such
an amorphous national strategy maximizes flexibility and freedom of action
to adapt to changing international situations. It is not without cost,
however. Component strategies -- political, military, and economic --
have to be more definitive, They must, in the final analysis, dea! with
specifics, Certainty can only be obtained at the price of flexibility,

A continuing problem is the difficulty of adapting rather rigid component
strategies to a dynamic and ever-changing national strategy . . . What
cynics have called the problem of erécting great logical edifices on
foundations of gas. The solution is to find an acceptable balance for
component strategies between the polar extremes of certainty and flexibility.
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This analysis will conceptualize a national strategy for the foreseeable
future -- realizing that the actual national strategy can never be reduced
to such finite terms -- and will conclude with more specific and definitive

recommendations for a supporting military strategy for the future,

| National Strategy

i The goal of a national strategy for the foreseeable future should be to
retain the relatively advantageous position of the United States among the
vorld powers , . . the fulcrum (in the sense of exerting influence and

pressure) between the dual triangles of the US-West Europe-Japan and the

ot e

US.USSR-China discussed earlier. In order to retain “his relat}ve ad-

vantage, the dynamics of the world power relationships must be understood,

Consider the United States-West Europe-Japan relationship. The size of
the US economy is twice that of West Europe, and triple ghat of Japan, :
and will remain the dominant economy in the foreseeabfé future, The US is
i Japan's largest trading partner, and, excluding trade within the European
Economic Community, is also West Europe's major trading partner. Over 40%
of United States foreign trade is with West Europe and Japan. While com-
2 petition has caused strains, economic intexdependence also creates

a community of interest among all three partners. Unlike the other two, §

the United States is both an Atlantic and a Pacific power, and the US geo-

graphic position facilitates trade and communication with both powers. It !
is an accepted fact that the US has close ethnic and cultural ties with
' Europe. Not so widely recognized is the fact that the United States has i

more citizens of Japanese ancestory than any country outside of Japan,

Japanese tourism, and, recently, Japanese investment, is growing in the
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